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PENDING SALE OF ATTACK 
HELICOPTERS IN TURKEY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TANCREDO). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentlewoman from New 
York (Mrs. MALONEY) is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to urge the De-
partment of State not to issue an ex-
port license for the sale of attack heli-
copters to Turkey. 

As my colleagues are aware, in July 
of this year, the Turkish government 
announced that it had awarded a $4 bil-
lion contract for attack helicopters to 
the American company Bell-Textron. 

However, before the sale can take 
place, the Department of State must 
issue an export license and its decision 
must take into account both foreign 
policy and human rights consider-
ations. 

As I look at these considerations, it 
is clear to me that sending 145 attack 
helicopters to Turkey runs directly 
counter to American interests and val-
ues in the region. The United States 
has a national interest in fostering 
peace and stability in the Eastern Med-
iterranean region. 

Recent developments in this regard 
have been encouraging, in particular 
the thaw in relations between Greece 
and Turkey. Yet, the sale of attack 
helicopters threatens to reverse this 
positive trend and unleash a regional 
arms race. 

This is not in our interest. It is also 
not in our interest to see these heli-
copters used not for legitimate self-de-
fense or NATO purposes but instead to 
terrorize and threaten. 

Turkey has had a long record of 
using U.S.-supplied military equipment 
in direct violation of U.S. law. In 1974, 
Turkey employed U.S.-supplied air-
craft and tanks in its invasion of the 
northern part of Cyprus, an area that 
Turkish forces continue to occupy 
today with the use of U.S.-supplied 
military equipment. 

For the past 16 years, Turkey has 
been illegally using American weap-
onry, especially attack helicopters, in 
a scorched-Earth campaign against its 
Kurdish minority and has threatened 
to use them against Greece and Cyprus 
as well. 

To date, according to reports from 
various human rights organizations, 
the Turkish military has killed over 
30,000 civilian Kurds, destroyed over 
2,000 Kurdish villages, and created per-
haps as many as 2.5 million Kurdish 
refugees. 

Amnesty International, Human 
Rights Watch, and even our State De-
partment have reported that Turkey 
has illegally used American attack hel-
icopters in these horrendous crimes 
against humanity. 

The administration appears ready to 
grant an export license despite state-
ments by the State Department in 1998 

that it would condition approval of an 
export license on Turkey’s meeting a 
series of eight human rights bench-
marks. 

A review of the State Department’s 
annual human rights report issued ear-
lier this year can lead to only one con-
clusion, that Turkey has not met the 
criteria laid down in 1998. 

In light of its own report, the State 
Department should follow the prin-
cipled example of our NATO ally Ger-
many. 

Just a few weeks ago, Peter Struck, 
the parliamentary leader of Germany’s 
ruling SPD party, announced that a 
pending multi-billion-dollar sale of 
Leopard II tanks to Turkey would be 
blocked on human rights grounds. 

Mr. Struck added that he did not ex-
pect this decision to change in light of 
the fact that no progress was being 
made in Turkey’s human rights per-
formance. 

The overall impact of going through 
with this helicopter sale would be to 
damage America’s credibility as a 
champion of human rights and endan-
ger regional stability in an area of con-
siderable strategic significance to the 
United States. 

The argument that Turkey needs 
these additional attack helicopters to 
defend itself against possible attack by 
Syrian, Iraqi, or Iranian tanks is sus-
picious. The existing Turkish military 
inventory already provides an over-
whelming deterrent against these al-
leged threats. 

This arms deal is also not in Tur-
key’s best interest. Turkey recently 
became a candidate for accession to 
the European Union. For this purpose, 
it needs to undertake massive restruc-
turing and modernization of its econ-
omy. It also needs to reduce the mili-
tary’s role in government, make dra-
matic improvements in human rights, 
resolve territorial issues with Greece, 
and help to solve the Cyprus problem. 

By moving to expand its fleet of at-
tack helicopters, Turkey sends a signal 
of misplaced priorities and undercuts 
its quest to join Europe. 

In short, I call upon the administra-
tion to take a principled stand against 
this pending sale of 145 attack heli-
copters to Turkey and deny the export 
license.

f 

EDUCATION IN AMERICA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. PETER-
SON) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise tonight to talk about 
education. We will hear later tonight 
from the two presidential candidates a 
lot about education. We will have two 
very differing messages. 

George W. Bush, the Republican can-
didate, will talk about getting money 
to the classrooms, getting money to 

the school districts and requiring ac-
countability, accountability that 
young people can read, that young peo-
ple understand math, that young peo-
ple understand science and English and 
reach certain levels of excellence. 

Then we will have the Gore plan that 
talks about, if you do what we want 
you to do, we will furnish some money. 
If you hire teachers, we will help you. 
If you do new school construction, and 
I would say also and if you are urban, 
we may help you. But it certainly will 
not be to the most of the hundreds of 
thousands of school districts in this 
country, only a few privileged few. 

Now, it is interesting as we listen to 
this debate that we keep it in perspec-
tive. The Federal Government claims 
that they provide seven percent of the 
basic education money from K–12, 
seven percent. 

Now I am going to give my col-
leagues the actual figures to Pennsyl-
vania, the fifth largest State in the 
country, a sophisticated State, 3.3 per-
cent of the money in school districts. 
Of the 530 school districts in Pennsyl-
vania, 3.3 percent of their budget comes 
from the Federal Government. 

So the question I ask is, that is 47 
percent of seven percent, so what hap-
pens to the 53 percent? Is it all chewed 
up in Federal and State and regional 
bureaucracies that we know are often 
funded by the Federal Government? If 
that is the case, then if we are going to 
impact education from Washington, we 
have to figure out how to get the 
money into the classroom. 

Last year and the year before, we had 
a program called Dollars to the Class-
room that took a lot of programs and 
made it much easier for school dis-
tricts to use them and get the money 
out to the school districts without all 
the bureaucratic work that is needed, 
without the grantsmen, without the 
consultants that you need to get Fed-
eral money. 

It is interesting for the American 
public to realize, Mr. Speaker, that one 
of my most suburban school districts 
gets just a little over one percent of its 
money from the Federal Government. 
Are we going to fix education in that 
community? I have dozens of school 
districts that get between one and two 
percent of their money from the Fed-
eral Government. 

Are we going to fix education there? 
We can help a little bit. We can guide 

a little bit. But if we are going to have 
Washington-based programs that they 
have to apply for that they have to 
meet all the requirements of, most 
smaller school districts will not even 
apply. 

I think it is important as we listen to 
this presidential debate that we talk 
about getting dollars to the classroom, 
that we require accountability, but not 
Federal bureaucracies in charge of our 
school districts. 

My colleagues, we cannot improve 
education by more Federal programs, 
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more Federal bureaucrats, more Fed-
eral rules and with only 47 percent of 
the Federal dollars reaching the class-
room if Pennsylvania is like most 
States. And I believe that is probably 
the case in most States. 

So it is important that if we are 
going to really help education from 
Washington that we allow the local 
leaders, we make it easy to get the 
Federal dollars there. If they need 
maintenance, they can do mainte-
nance. If they need teachers, they can 
hire teachers. If they need books, they 
can buy books. If they need computers, 
they can buy computers. Not Wash-
ington telling them, we will help you if 
you do what we think you should do. 

So I think it is very important as we 
listen to this Presidential debate that 
we realize that Washington cannot 
make our school districts better. We 
can only be a small player if we get the 
money to the school districts and we 
allow them to make the decisions that 
teachers and the administrators and 
the parents involved in their young 
people’s education, that Washington 
does not have the answers, Washington 
will not make it better, it will make it 
more complicated, few dollars will 
reach the classroom. 

All these bureaucracies that are 
funded with that 53 percent do not 
teach a student, do not make a class-
room better, do not make a school bet-
ter, and does not help the role of edu-
cation. 

So as I conclude my comments this 
evening, it is important that we get 
the money to the classroom, that we 
require accountability that students 
can read, they can do math, they can 
do science, and they know English. 
That will give them the basis for their 
life and will give them a good edu-
cation.

f 

ENERGY DEREGULATION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. BILBRAY) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, as 
things are cooling off here in Wash-
ington and the temperature of the city 
is dropping, to the relief of the local 
communities, back in San Diego things 
are heating up. And sadly, they are 
heating up not because of the weather 
but because of the inappropriate action 
of Government and the inaction of 
those who should be taking care of 
their constituents. 

A few years ago, the State legislature 
of the State of California tried an ex-
periment called energy deregulation, 
at the same time that those of us in 
the Congress were working on deregu-
lation of telecommunications. But un-
like what we did successfully here in 
Washington, the State did not assure 
competition, access, and infrastructure 
for the energy consumers of San Diego 

County, and soon to be the entire State 
of California.

Now, it may seem like a political 
comment to say that, when politicians 
make mistakes, terrible things happen. 
But I think too often some of our elect-
ed officials do not consider the impact 
on the real people in the community 
who are out there doing the great 
things that we take for granted. 

Mr. Speaker, I am in a sad position 
tonight to announce that an institu-
tion in my district in Pacific Beach, a 
landmark that has been there for 54 
years, is going to close because the 
State legislature of the State of Cali-
fornia passed a so-called energy de-
regulation bill that is now causing 
electric power rates to rise to such as-
tronomical levels that small businesses 
are going bankrupt. 

The small business I am speaking of 
is DeVaney’s Bakery in Pacific Beach. 
It has been a bakery that has been 
around since 1946. It has been a family-
owned business that has served not 
only the local community but the en-
tire sub-region of the coastal area that 
we call San Diego. 

It is sad to see that Sacramento ad-
journed, Mr. Speaker, this year before 
they addressed this absolutely critical 
economic and social crisis in San 
Diego, which is soon to spread through-
out the State of California. I would 
hope that the speaker and every Mem-
ber of this Congress would join with me 
in asking that we try to work together 
here to do what we can to save the con-
stituency and the citizens of San Diego 
County, and soon to be California, from 
this horrendous mistake by the State 
legislature. 

Mr. Speaker, it took a bipartisan ef-
fort in Sacramento to create this dis-
aster that is closing down this land-
mark in Pacific Beach.

b 2000 

I would ask us here in Washington to 
step forward and make a bipartisan ef-
fort to save businesses throughout San 
Diego County and California from the 
devastating effect of this legislative 
mistake in Sacramento. So I ask us to 
learn from this tragedy of DeVaney’s 
Bakery and let us work together at 
trying to see what we can do to protect 
the constituents from Sacramento’s 
mistake. I hope we do not find excuses 
to walk away before we can address 
this issue. It is sad that Sacramento 
did that. I would ask us, both Demo-
crats and Republicans, to work to-
gether. I hope I am not here next week 
announcing the next business that had 
to go under. 

I would remind Mr. Speaker that this 
is not just a San Diego problem. San 
Diego and California has been a driving 
force at generating revenue for this 
Federal Government that has con-
stituted what we call the surplus. If we 
do not address this power crisis in San 
Diego, it will not only spread through-

out California, it could severely hurt 
the entire Nation’s ability to continue 
the economic prosperity that so many 
of us in elective office want to point to 
and take credit. 

Now the challenge is, will we rise to 
protect this economic recovery by ad-
dressing this government problem that 
was created in Sacramento and may 
only be corrected now by working to-
gether to protect the consumers, the 
taxpayers, the citizens and, yes, even 
small businesses like DeVaney’s Bak-
ery that has been around so long and 
will not be around tomorrow because of 
mistakes that have been made by oth-
ers, but that we must address.

f 

END-OF-SESSION ISSUES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

TANCREDO). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
GEKAS) is recognized for 60 minutes as 
the designee of the majority leader. 

BANKRUPTCY REFORM 
Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, we are 

nearing the end of the current session 
as everyone knows and it is very appar-
ent that nerves are frayed and that 
tempers are short but that is to be ex-
pected. That is an occupational disease 
of being a Member of Congress or of 
being the member of any parliamen-
tary body anywhere in the world. But 
we have a special affliction here in 
Washington because we indulge in this 
almost every single year with every 
single year’s budget, with every single 
year’s end incessant haggling over mi-
nutia and some grand themes in this 
end-of-the-session battle in which we 
find ourselves once again. 

Bankruptcy reform, which began 
some 31⁄2 years ago in this very Cham-
ber, is one of those grand items to 
which I refer as being includable in the 
end package of legislation which we 
will be considering in the next few 
days, perhaps after the new CR is 
passed even into next week. But there 
is a distinct difference in taking the 
bankruptcy reform measure and put-
ting it at the end process for the pur-
pose of yet one final vote on it. It is 
one that has been thoroughly debated. 
It is not like at the last minute some 
appropriator jams something into the 
omnibus bill at the end about which we 
know nothing and we are surprised 
months later to learn that there is a 
swimming pool now in the middle of 
the desert where never there was one 
before. Those kinds of special favor 
types of items continue to appear in 
the end product. We acknowledge that. 
Sometimes we wonder whether there is 
anything we can do about it except to 
adopt the proposal that I have proposed 
for 18 years, no, no, for many, many 
years now, that is, to have an auto-
matic continuing resolution if we have 
not reached a budget by the end of the 
budget year. 
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